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CHAPTER 1 
LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Intxoduction 
A profusion of studies has examined the manner in which parenting practices 
influence child developmental outcomes (Amato, 1990; Argyle & Henderson, 1985; 
Maccoby and Martin, 1983; Peterson & Rollins, 1987; Rollins & Thomas, 1979). In recent 
years research has examined the determinants of parenting (Belsky, 1984; Belsky and 
Vondra, 1989). Few studies, however, have focused on gender differences in parenting and 
most of those which address fathers typically look at parenting of infants and only take into 
consideration the amount of time fathers spend with infants or toddlers. In contrast, this 
dissertation will focus on the parents of adolescents and will examine a variety of parenting 
behaviors. Four research questions will be addressed. First, I am concerned with the 
extent to which fathers and mothers have self-awareness with regard to their own parenting 
practices. Second, I examine how fathers and mothers differ in their participation in 
specific parenting behaviors that have been shown to influence child outcomes (e.g., 
monitoring, consistent discipline, etc.). As part of this issue, I am concerned with the ways 
in which mothers and fathers differ with regard to parenting styles as specified by 
Baumrind (1971) and Maccoby and Martin (1983) viz., authoritarian, authoritative, 
indulgent, and uninvolved. The third issue involves ways in which parenting styles may 
combine. For example, do authoritarian individuals tend to couple or is it more likely that 
an authoritarian individual will pair with an individual with another type of parenting 
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style? Finally, after forming a typology of possible family parenting styles, I am interested 
in the extent to which the various styles are related to positive and negative outcomes for 
adolescents. 
Gender Differences in Perceptions 
Past research has demonstrated that men are frequently inaccurate in their 
perceptions of various aspects of family life. Hochschild (1989) found that men tend to 
exaggerate their own contributions to both housework and child care. There are also 
inconsistancies between husband and wives with regard to reports of marital satisfaction. 
Husbands rate their marriages as happier than do their wives and husbands also perceive 
their wives to be happier in the marital relationship than their wives report themselves to be 
(Booth, et al. 1983). Based on these findings, I expect that men will have less insight or 
self-awareness regarding their parenting behaviors than women. There are two practical 
implications if this prediction is corroborated. The first is methodological. If fathers are 
not accurate reporters of their own parenting, we should not continue to use their self-
reports when measuring parenting. Second, social scientists and women's groups often 
contend that men should become more involved in their families and the first step toward 
reaching that end is to make sure that they have accurate perceptions about their 
involvement. 
Gender Differences in Parenting Practices 
Past research has devoted little attention to the way fathers and mothers differ in 
terms of parenting practices beyond documenting gender differences in levels of time and 
involvement. There has been little consideration of the ways in which fathers and mothers 
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differ with regard to specific parenting behaviors such as consistency of discipline, 
monitoring, harshness, and warmth/support. Once married, couples tend to acknowledge a 
division of labor whereby the husband is recognized as the expert in certain areas and the 
wife in others (Belsky &. Volling, 1987; Raven, Centers, & Rodrigues, 1975). There is 
usually strong agreement that parenting is the domain of the wife (LaRossa, 1986: LaRossa 
& LaRossa, 1981). Husbands are usually much less involved than their wives in the daily 
care and supervision of the children (Lamb, 1977, 1987; Parke, 1981), and they tend to see 
themselves as cast in a supporting role where they play with the child and provide 
assistance to the primary parent, the mother (LaRossa, 1986). Although the mother is the 
primary parent, the husband is expected to assist by providing the necessary backup to 
ensure child compliance. Hence, when the wife is having difficulty controlling an unruly 
child, it is the husband's responsibility to compel the child to change his or her behavior. 
Consequently, fathers are usually a playmate or the ultimate enforcer of discipline, 
although they may "help out" mothers by taking on certain other responsibilities 
temporarily. This suggests that mothers are likely to score higher on dimensions of warmth 
while father may score higher on dimensions of control. 
One study by Starrels (1994) focused upon father-mother differences in warmth, 
nurturance and discipline. Results from this study suggested that parenting is a gendered 
activity and that fathers spend more time with and are more involved with their sons than 
their daughters. Mothers were more involved with and spent more time with daughters 
t^?^n fathers, and daughters reported that they were much closer to and nurtured by their 
mothers. Fathers also tended to concentrate on the instrumental facets of support (giving 
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money or a gift) and on discipline (they are more likely to threaten to hit sons) whereas 
mothers engaged in more talking, less yelling, and more affective nurturance (e.g., kissing, 
hugging, and verbal praise). The present study will attempt to replicate and extend the 
findings of Starrels (1994) by including father's reports of parenting behaviors and 
additional dimensions of parenting, namely, monitoring and hostility. 
Further, research has shown gender differences with regard to styles of interaction. 
Girls tend to establish more intimate and self-disclosing relationships than those formed by 
boys (Belle & Longfellow, 1984; Bryant, 1985; Lever, 1976; Waldrop & Halverson, 1975; 
Youniss and Smollar, 1985) and girls are more inclined than boys to seek help and 
emotional comfort fi:om others (Nelson-Legall, Gumerman, and Scott-Jones, 1983; 
Wolchik, Sandler, & Braver, 1984). Given these gender differences in interactional style, 
one might expect fathers to provide their children less emotional support and nurturance 
than mothers. However, this may differ by gender of child. For example, men may be 
more likely to display hostility toward their sons than toward their daughters. 
Several parenting behaviors have been shown to be important influences of child 
development (see Baumrind, 1971; Maccoby and Martin, 1983; Steinberg, Elmen, & 
Mounts, 1989). Specifically, monitoring, consistent discipline, hostility, and 
warmth/support. In the past, various parenting behaviors have been grouped to form a 
typology of parenting styles. In addition to examining the gender differences with regard to 
the different dimensions of parenting, I am also interested in how mothers and fathers 
differ in terms of these parenting styles. 
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Much of the parenting literature has been a search for typologies of parenting. 
Baumrind (1971) used the dimension of parental control to characterize three parenting 
styles (viz., authoritarian, authoritative, and permissive). Maccoby and Martin (1983) 
expanded Baumrind's work by adding responsiveness as a second dimension. Using the 
two dimensions of demandingness and responsiveness they formed a four-fold typology of 
parenting styles (see Table 1). Parents who are high on both dimensions are categorized as 
authoritative-reciprocal. This style of parenting is characterized by clear standard setting, 
enforcement of rules, use of sanctions when necessary, encouragement of child's 
independence, open communication between parents and child, verbal give and take, and 
recognition of rights of both parents andchildren. They argue that children whose parents 
are authoritative are less like to be depressed or to engage in delinquent behavior, and 
perform better academically than children whose parents are not authoritative (see 
Maccoby and Martin, 1983). Authoritarian-autocratic parenting is high on demandingness 
but low on responsiveness. Such parents attempt to control the behavior and attitudes of 









their children in accordance with an absolute set of standards, and value obedience, respect 
for authority and preservation of order while discouraging verbal give-and-take between 
parent and child. Indulgent-permissive parents are high on responsiveness and low on 
demandingness. These parents take a tolerant, accepting attitude toward the child's 
impulses, make few demands for mature behavior, use little punishment, and avoid 
asserting authority or imposing controls or restrictions. Finally, parents who are low on 
both demandingness and responsiveness are labeled indifferent-uninvolved. This parent 
may be very involved v^dth other aspects of life but do whatever is necessary to minimize 
the costs in time and effort of interaction with the child (i.e., give in to the immediate 
demands of the child in such a way as to quickly terminate the demands), and avoid 
inconvenience where care for the child is concerned. 
I will examine the extent to which fathers and mothers differ in terms of the 
components of this typology. For example, are dads more likely to be authoritarian than 
moms? We might expect moms to be over-represented in styles with high nurturance 
(indulgent and authoritative) and dads higher in styles of control (authoritarian and 
authoritative). It should be noted, however, that I will make one important change in the 
conception of responsiveness. Maccoby and Martin equate responsiveness with contingent 
reinforcement where the parents "shape" the child through their response to the child's 
behavior, provide control to the child, and display sensitivity and adaptation to the child's 
signals, states, and needs. Because the control aspect of this definition seems to confound 
the notion of responsiveness with that of demandingness, the present study will focus on 
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the affective aspects of responsiveness. Responsiveness will be treated as the presence of 
warmth/support and the absence of hostility. 
Combinations of Parenting Styles 
In the past, researchers have categorized parenting styles of individual mothers and 
fathers, but there has been little focus on ways in which the parenting styles of mothers and 
fathers coexist. Those studies that have attempted to address this issue have included 
methodological flaws that leave important questions unanswered. For example, Baumrind 
(1973) classified families as authoritative, authoritarian, and permissive, but both parents 
had to display the same parenting style or the family was not classified. While Baumrind 
notes that there was strong concordance on parenting style between parents, there was still 
one-quarter of the sample omitted from the analyses because the mother and father did not 
display the same style of parenting. In a more recent study Baumrind (1991) simply notes 
that there is considerable convergence between mothers' and fathers' ratings. 
Dombush, Ritter, Liederman, Roberts, and Fraleigh (1987) used Baumrind's 
categories to identify family parenting styles. If a family scored in the top one-third on one 
parenting style index and not in the top one-third on either of the two other indices, they 
were defined as having a "pure" parenting style. This accounted for only one-half of the 
families in the study. The remaining families were assigned to one of the possible 
combinations of parenting styles (scoring in the top one-third on none, two, or all three of 
the "pure" indices). Their approach has two problems. First, when measuring permissive 
parenting, they seem to go beyond Baumrind's notion of permissiveness, which focuses on 
the extreme tolerance of the parent toward the child's behavior and the use of very little 
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punishment. They include items in their measure of permissiveness that more closely 
parallel Maccoby and Martin's (1983) notion of neglectful parenting. Second, all families 
that were not coded as having a "pure" parenting style were considered "inconsistent." 
Because some adolescents with "inconsistent" parents had grade points lower than some of 
those with parent of a "pure" style the authors concluded that a "pure" style is more 
effective and desirable. Unfortunately, they fail to take into account the relative positive 
and negative impacts of the various parenting styles. II'authoritative parenting is the most 
desirable style, then it may be enough that one parent is displaying such behavior, hi other 
words, the positive effects of one authoritative parent may buffer the child jQrom the 
negative effects associated with one of the other parenting styles. 
More recently, Steinberg et al. (1989) and Steinberg, Lambom, Dombusch, and 
Darling (1994) attempted to identify family parenting styles by averaging the scores of 
mothers and fathers. This strategy is flawed as averaging mothers' and fathers' scores may 
misclassify some families. For example, a family would be classified as authoritative if 
mom displays a permissive style of parenting (high on warmth, low on control) while dad 
is authoritarian (low on warmth, high on control). The averaging strategy is also 
problematic because it is not able to address important theoretical questions regarding the 
consequences for children when mom and dad have different styles of parenting. Rather, 
the focus is on the central tendency of parenting within a family. Past research has 
demonstrated that the outcomes for children vary largely by the style of parenting they 
receive. Thus, it is important to document whether having a permissive/authoritarian 
combination produces the same positive outcomes as having two authoritative parents. 
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The method of classification used by Steinberg et al. assumes that this is the case. The 
final section of this dissertation will examine this issue more closely. 
In a very recent article, Fletcher et al. (1999) consider the four pure styles of 
parenting as well as some of the interparentally inconsistent combinations. However, there 
are some major methodological problems with this study. First, the measures are 
somewhat weak, namely, the demandingness measure consists of only two items. 
Additionally, there is a dichotomous response format, which provides for a very narrow 
range of scores. Second, only families in which both mother and father scored in either the 
top or bottom third of the distribution for both the responsiveness scale and the 
demandingness scale were included. This resulted in well over one-half of the families 
being excluded from analysis. 
Theoretically, there are 16 possible parenting style combinations (see Table 
2). The present study will investigate the prevalence of each of these combinations. I 
expect, however, that some combinations are much more prevalent than others. For 
example, given the phenomena of assortative mating, we would expect individuals to 
marry someone similar to themselves. We can assume that a hostile, antisocial individual 
will marry another person who is hostile and antisocial and that both of them are apt to be 
hostile, rejecting parents. Similarly, a really 'laid back' person with a laissez-faire 
approach to life might select someone like themselves. We might expect these individuals 
to have an indulgent-permissive parenting style. If assortative mating is in operation, we 
would expect to see four combinations predominately. Namely, an authoritarian mother 
and an authoritarian father, an authoritative mother and an authoritative father, an indulgent 
10 
mother and a mdulgent father, and a rejecting/uninvolved mother and a 
rejecting/uninvolved father. Another explanation for similarity in parenting styles could 
also be that similarity evolves as a result of socialization effects, the tendency for marital 
partners to become more similar over time (Buss, 1984). 
Alternatively, there may be some sort of complementary process that operates. For 
example, if one of the parents is authoritarian, the other one may tend to be indulgent. It 
may be the case that there is simply not room for two authoritarian parents in one family, as 
both persons will want to be in control of family decision making. Similarly, if one parent 
is indulgent, the other may be more authoritarian or authoritative. With this in mind, 
Bamnrind (1991) suggests one possibly common combination that she calls "traditional 
parenting". This refers to a family parenting style in which the mother and father enact 
Table 2. The 16 possible combinations of family parenting styles. 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Indulgent 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Uninvolved 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Indulgent 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved 
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sex-stereolyped roles. In such cases, the mother is significantly more responsive than 
demanding, whereas the father is significantly more demanding than responsive. 
Family Parenting Styles and Adolescent Outcomes 
Information about family parenting patterns is important because wliile we know 
the implications for the developmental outcomes of adolescents with parents displaying 
any one type of parenting style, we know little about developmental outcomes when 
parents have different styles of parenting. Youth are not exposed, for example, to an 
authoritarian mother without the presence of other influential factors (i.e., another parent 
who is displaying his/her own parenting style, which may be different or similar). The 
studies that have focused on interparental inconsistency have only considered the effects on 
young children (e.g., Lamb, et al., 1989). It may be that having a mother and father who 
parent differently may not have the same adverse effects on adolescents that have been 
observed for younger children. Also, past studies that have addressed inconsistency have 
focused primarily on intraparental inconsistency or interparental inconsistency with regard 
to specific parenting behaviors rather than parenting style. 
Once I have identified the prevalence of the various family patterns of parenting 
this dissertation will then investigate the various child outcomes that are associated with 
these styles. As part of this focus, I will examine whether the negative outcomes associated 
with some styles of parenting can be buffered by the presence of a parent exhibiting a more 
positive parenting style. 
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Originally, Baumrind (1973) posited three parenting styles that have consequences 
for the cognitive and social consequences for preschool and elementary children. She 
found that girls, but not boys, are more socially assertive when parented in an authoritarian 
style. All children of authoritarian parents have lower cognitive competence while 
immaturity, lack of impulse control, and lower social and cognitive competence were 
characteristic of children raised by permissive parents. Those children with authoritative 
parents displayed greater independence, social responsibility, and social and cognitive 
competence, 
Dombush et al. (1987) was one of the first researchers to apply Baumrind's 
typology to adolescents in high school. The results from that study showed that 
authoritative parenting is positively, and permissive and authoritarian parenting is 
negatively, related with school performance. This indicates that Baumrind's parenting 
styles are useful when studying the impact of parenting on older children. Steinberg et al. 
(1989) report similar findings. 
Lambom, Mounts, Steinberg, and Dombusch (1991) iocluded neglectful parenting 
in their typology, as suggested by Maccoby and Martin (1983), and expanded the outcomes 
of interest to include intemalized distress and problem behaviors. They found that 
adolescents from authoritative homes score highest on psychosocial development, school 
performance, intemalized distress and problem behaviors. Kids from neglectful homes 
scored lowest on all measures and there were mixed results for the other two groups. 
Adolescents from authoritarian homes did relatively well on measures of school 
achievement and problem behaviors, but quite poorly with respect to self-reliance and self-
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conception. Children from permissive homes scored poorly on school achievement and 
substance use, but reasonably well on social and self-confidence. 
In a one-year follow-up of that study, Steinberg et al. (1994) found stability over 
time for the positive effects of authoritative parenting except for academic self-conception 
which improved and academic misconduct which declined. Those from neglectful homes 
continued to decline in school orientation and there was an increase in delinquency, 
alcohol, and drug use. Stability was observed for kids in authoritarian homes except that 
there was an increase in internalized distress. The kids from permissive homes reported 
better academic self-conception and less somatic distress, but also showed a decline in 
school orientation and increased school misconduct. These findings suggest that 
differences in adjustment associated with variations in parenting are either maintained or 
increase over time. Most alarming is the continued accumulation of the deleterious 
consequences for neglectful parenting. The authors note that the pattern suggests a group 
on a downward and troublesome trajectory characterized by academic disengagement and 
problem behavior. Such information is vital to both parents and practitioners and this 
dissertation seeks to provide further insight into the influence of parenting on adolescent 
development. 
While the recent study by Fletcher et al (1999) does consider the impact of various 
combinations of parenting styles on adolescent outcomes, there are the earlier mentioned 
measurement problems and a classification system that excluded over one-half of the 
families. Further, those researchers do classify mothers and fathers separately, but only in 
the case of authoritative parenting do they address the issue of whether the benefits of that 
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style vary by gender of parent. For all other styles and combinations, this is not taken into 
consideration. Thus for example, an indulgent mother paired with an uninvloved father is 
classified as the same parenting style as an uninvolved mother paired with an indulgent 
father. 
Previous studies have used the Maccoby and Martin (1983) typology to study the 
association of parenting and adolescent outcomes but, as stated earlier, there are various 
problems associated with their method of assessing family parenting styles. Namely, they 
assume that both parents display the same parenting style or, when it is acknowledged that 
parents may have different styles of parenting, the two scores are averaged. This 
dissertation will go beyond previous research by examining variations in adolescent 
outcomes using the 16 possible parenting styles. Three outcomes will be considered: 
conduct problems, depression, and school achievement. 
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CHAPTER 2 
SAMPLE, PROCEDURES, MEASURES, AND METHODS OF ANALYSIS 
Sample 
Data for the present study are the second wave of data that were collected as part of 
a broader project concerned with the life course trajectories of parents and their children. 
A sample of 451 two-parent families was recruited through the cohort of all seventh grade 
students, male and female, from eight counties in North Central Iowa who were enrolled in 
public or private school during the winter and spring of 1989. An additional criterion for 
inclusion in the study was the presence of a sibling within 4 years of age of the seventh 
grader. Slightly less than half of the seventh graders had families that met these criteria. 
Seventy-eight percent of the eligible families agreed to participate in the study. Families in 
the present project received $250 for their effort which translated into about $10 per hour 
for each family member's time. At the time of data collection for the second of data, 
children were in the 8^ grade. 
The families in the study lived on farms (about a third) or in small towns. All of 
the families were white, and annual income ranged from zero to $135,000 with a mean of 
$29,642. Fathers' education ranged from 8 to 20 years with a mean of 13.5 years of 
education, while for mothers the range was from 8 to 18 years with a mean of 13.4 years. 
Additional information regarding the sample is available in Conger, Elder, Lorenz, Simons, 
and Whitbeck (1992) and Simons (1996). 
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Procedures 
Each family was visited twice at their home. During the &st visit, each of the four 
family members completed a set of questionnaires focusing upon family processes, 
individual family member characteristics, and economic circvmistances. On average, it 
took about 2 hours to complete the &st visit. Between the &st and second visits, family 
members completed questionnaires left with them by the &st interviewer. 
During the second visit, which normally occurred within two weeks of the first, the 
family completed additional questionnaires and was videotaped while engaging in several 
different structured interaction tasks. The visit began by having each individual complete a 
short questionnaire designed to identify issues of concern or disagreements within the 
family (e.g., chores, recreation, money, etc.). The family members were then gathered 
around a table and given a set of cards to read and discuss. The four family members were 
asked to discuss among themselves each of the items listed on the cards and to continue 
talking until the interviewer returned. The family was given 25 minutes to complete the 
task. The items on the cards concemed family issues such as discipline and chores, and the 
children's fiiends and school performance. The second task, 15 minutes in length, also 
involved all four family members. For this task, the family was asked to discuss and try to 
resolve the issues and disagreements they had cited in the questionnaires they had 
completed earlier in the visit. The third task involved only the two children and was 15 
minutes in length. The youths were given a set of cards listing questions related to the way 
they got along, the manner in which their parents treated them, their fiiends, and their 
future plans. The second visit lasted about 2 hours. 
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The videotapes were coded by project observers using the Iowa Family hiteraction 
Rating Scales (Melby et al., 1990). These scales focus upon the quality of the behavior 
exchanges between family members. The project observers were staSFmembers who had 
received several weeks of training on rating family interactions and specialized in coding 
one of the three interaction tasks. Before observing tapes, coders had to independently rate 
precoded interaction tasks and achieve at least 90% agreement with that standard. For the 
purposes of assessing interobserver reliability, 25% of the tasks were randomly selected to 
be independently observed and rated by a second observer. Reliability between observers 
was determined by calculating a generalizability coefficient (Suen & Ary, 1989). The 
magnitude of this coefficient varied by rating scale but on average ranged between .60 and 
.70. 
Measures 
Warmth/Support. The self-report measure consisted of a four-item supportive 
parenting scale that focuses on the various components of supportive parenting (Simons, 
Lorenz, Conger, & Wu, 1992, 1993). The scale includes items such as, "How often do you 
let your eighth grader know you care about him or her?" (see Appendix A). Coefficient 
alpha was .81 for fathers and .78 for mothers. These same four items were reworded so 
that the adolescent could report on the behavior of his or her parents. Coefficient alpha 
was .87 and .83 for child report of his or her father and mother, respectively. 
An observational measure of supportive parenting was formed using the 
warmth/support parenting scale from Task 1 (see Appendix B). The warmth/support scale 
focuses on the intent to which the parent shows caring and concem for the child. 
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Hostility. Parents used a four-item scale to report on the extent to which they 
displayed hostility or anger toward the child (e.g., "How often do you shout or yell at your 
eighth grader when you are mad at him/her?" Magruder et al., 1992; Simons et al., 1994; 
see Appendix C). Response format for this instrument ranged from 1 (always) to 5 (never). 
Adolescents used the same four items to report on their parents' hostility. Observational 
coders rated the hostility of parents toward their children based upon family interaction and 
content of discussion in task 1 of the videotaped interaction (see Appendix D). 
Consistent Discipline. Parents were asked to rate their consistency of discipline 
using a four-item scale (e.g., "How often do you punish your eighth grader for something at 
one time and then at other times not punish him/her for the same thing?" Magruder et al., 
1992; Simons et al, 1994; see Appendix E). The response format ranged from 1 (always) 
to 5 (never). Adolescents rated their parents' consistency using the same items. The 
observational ratings of inconsistent discipline were based upon family interaction and 
content of discussion in videotaped task 1 (see Appendix F). 
Monitoring. Parents reported on their monitoring using a four-item scale (e.g., 
"How often do you know who your eighth grader is with when he/she is away from 
home?" Magruder, Lorenz, Hoyt, Ge, & Montague, 1992; Simons et al., 1994; see 
Appendix G). The response format ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always). The adolescents 
reported on their parents using the same items. The observational rating of monitoring was 
based upon the interaction and content of the discussion in task 1 (see Appendix H). 
Parenting Style. The above parenting scales will be used to develop measures of 
acceptance/involvement and demandingness as described by Baumrind (1971) and 
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Maccoby and Martin (1983). The warmth/involvement and demandingness scales will be 
dichotomized in order to classify parents using the four parenting styles described by 
Maccoby and Martin's (1983) typology. Those who engage in behaviors characteristic of 
warmth/involvement and demandingness more than half of the time will be classified as 
authoritative, whereas those who engage in both dimensions less than half of the time will 
be considered uninvolved. Those engaging in behaviors measuring warmth/involvement 
less than half of the time but more than half of the time for demandingness will be rated as 
authoritarian. Finally, parents who engage more than half of the time in behaviors 
measuring acceptance/involvement but less than half of the time in behaviors indicating 
demandingness will be classified as indulgent. 
Family Parenting Styles. Families will be classified using the various combinations 
that are possible using the Maccoby and Martin (1983) typology. Their typology consists 
of four types of parenting (viz., authoritative, neglectful, authoritarian and indulgent). 
Combining the parenting styles of mothers and fathers will create a typology of sixteen 
family parenting styles. 
Delinquency. Two measures were used as indicators of delinquency. The first was 
a delinquency self-report instrument adapted jfrom the National Youth Survey (Elliott, 
Huizinga, and Ageton, 1985; Elliott, Huizinga, and Menard, 1989). Adolescents were 
asked to indicate how often during the preceding year (0 = never, 4 = 6 or more times) they 
had engage in each of 23 delinquent activities. The acts varied fi-om relatively minor 
offenses, such as skipping school, to more serious offenses, such as attacking someone 
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with a weapon, selling drugs, or stealing something worth over $25 dollars. CoefBcient 
alpha for the index was .80. 
The second instrument consisted of a l6-item self-report measure of substance use 
developed by Elliott et al. (1985) as part of the National Survey of Delinquency and 
Substance Use. Subjects were asked to report how often they had used each substance 
during the past six months; responses ranged from 0 = never to 4 = 3 or more times per 
week. The instrument covered the full array of intoxicants commonly used by adolescents 
(e.g., beer, marijuana, PCP, amphetamines, cocaine). The local street names of the various 
substances were obtained from a treatment facility located near the study area and those 
labels were included in the instrument. There was a .55 correlation between substance use 
and the delinquency checklist. 
Depression. This outcome was measured using 12 items from the depression 
symptomology subscale of the SCL-90-R (Derogatis, 1983). Respondents used a 5-point 
response format (1= not at all, 5 = extremely) to indicate how much they were bothered by 
various symptoms during the past week. Symptoms of depressed mood included crying 
easily, feelings of being trapped or caught, blaming themselves for things, feeling lonely, 
feeling worthless, and feeling hopeless about the fiiture. Physical symptoms of depression 
included feeling low in energy or feeling everything is an effort. Although this instrument 
was developed for adults, the properties of depressed mood are quite similar for adults and 
adolescents (Compas, Ey, & Grant, 1993) and the instrument has been shown to have good 
psychometric properties when used with older children and adolescents (Ge, Lorenz, 
Conger, Elder, & Simons, 1994). 
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School Commitment. Adolescents reported on their commitment to school using a 
19-item scale. The items asked about such things as interest in school, relationships with 
teachers, and completion of homework. Items provided for 5 response alternatives ranging 
from "strongly disagree" to "strongly agree". Coefficient alpha was above .90. 
Methods of Analyses 
Research question one regarding gender differences in self-awareness of one's own 
parenting practices will be tested by comparing parent self-reports to child reports for the 
four parenting scales as well as for the individual items that comprise each scale. T-tests 
will be used to perform these comparisons. I will be concerned with examining the extent 
to which parents under- or overestimate their involvement in various components of 
parenting behaviors relative to their child's reports of how often they engage in these 
behaviors. I will also be interested in gender differences regarding insights into one's own 
parenting. For example, as noted earlier, it may be that fathers report significantly greater 
involvement in parenting than reported by their children whereas there are no significant 
differences in mothers' self-reports and their child's reports of their parenting. I will 
further explore this issue of gender differences in perceptions by examining the 
correlations between parent self-report and both child and observer reports for each of the 
four parenting scales. If fathers have less insight into their parenting practices than 
mothers, the correlation between father's self-report and both child and observer reports 
will be lower than the respective correlation for mothers. Z-tests will be used to assess 
significant differences between correlations (Kanji, 1993). 
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Research question two concerns how fathers and mothers diiSer in their engagement 
in specific parenting behaviors (viz., warmth, hostility, monitoring, consistent discipline). 
This will be tested by comparing fathers' and mothers' self-reports on each of the four 
parenting scales. These same comparisons will be made using child and observer reports. 
In each case, t-tests will be used to perform tests of significance. I will be concerned with 
whether there is a pattern across the three types of reporters where one parent consistently 
scores higher than the other. For example, mothers may score significantly higher than 
fathers on the warmth scale according to all reporters while fathers may score higher on the 
consistent discipline scale. 
Research question three focuses on ways in which individual parenting styles might 
combine to form family parenting styles. I will be concemed with the extent to which 
certain combinations of mother-father parenting styles tend to occur more often than 
others. In order to investigate this issue, I will construct a 16-fold table listing the 
frequency with which each of the family style combinations occurs. Chi-square tests will 
be performed to test the hypothesis that there is no statistical significance in the proportion 
of cases that fall into each cell. This chi-square analysis will be performed separately for 
each of the three types of reporters. As noted earlier, based on assortative mating or 
socialization effects I expect that certain combinations will be relatively common (e.g., an 
authoritative father with an authoritative mother) while other may rarely occur (e.g., one 
authoritative parent paired with an uninvolved one). 
Lastly, research question four concerns the extent to which child outcomes vary by 
family parenting style. This analysis will be done using analysis of covariance 
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(ANCOVA). The ANCOVA will be performed using a two-step process. First each of the 
child outcomes (e.g., conduct problems, depression, and school commitment) will be 
regressed on family income, family education and gender of child. The residuals from this 
analysis will then be used as the dependent variable in one-way analysis of variance. The 
one-way ANOVAs will examine the extent to which mean levels of the dependent 
variables vary by type of family parenting style. I will use the F-test to determine whether 
there is an overall difference in the means across the various parenting styles and Least 
Significant Differences (LSD) post-hoc t-tests will be used to test for significant 
differences between each of the parenting styles. LSD was chosen because it is appropriate 
in an exploratory framework while still providing some minimal protection against Type 1 
errors (Snedecor and Cochran, 1989). 
This two-step procedure was used rather than the ANCOVA program in SPSS 
because the latter does not allow for post-hoc tests. By using the two-step process, I was 




Research Question One 
The &st research question concerned gender differences in self-awareness of one's 
own parenting practices. I attempted to address it in two ways. First, I performed t-tests to 
compare parent self-report and child reports for each scale as well as for the individual 
items that comprised each of the scales. The results for each of the parenting measures 
follows. 
Warmth. Table 3 shows that daughters perceive that mothers are significantly more 
likely to engage in three of the four behaviors indicating warmth than mothers report of 
their own behavior. The same is true of the overall scale score. Similarly, daughters rate 
their fathers higher on each warmth item and the total scale score than fathers rate 
themselves. The differences between fathers' self-report and daughters' report of fathers' 
warmth are even greater than those between mothers' self-report and daughters' report of 
mothers' warmth. 
There are no significant differences between mothers' self-report of warmth toward 
sons and boys' report of mothers' warmth. This is true of all items, as well as the total 
scale score. Boys consistently rate fathers significantly warmer than fathers rate 
themselves. On each item, as well as the total scale score, sons report significantly higher 
scores for fathers' warmth than fathers' report of themselves. 
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Table 3. Mean levels of warmth by reporter. 
Girls Boys 
Parent Report Child Report Parent Report Child Report 
Variable Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father 
BCnow you care 5.46* 5-03 5.87^ 5.78^ 5.57* 4.82 5.59 5.53^ 
Act loving 5.30* 4.92 5.70*^ 5.5r 5.36* 4.69 5.30* 5.48^ 
Appreciate 5.34* 4.88 5.60^ 5.50^ 5.38* 4.85 5.48 5.44^ 
Help them 5.41* 4.81 5.47 5.32^ 5.36* 4.86 5.25* 5.49^ 
Total Scale 21.52* 19.64 22.64^ 22.11^ 21.67* 19.22 21.82 21.94'" 
* Indicates significant differences (p < .05) between mothers and fathers within a 
particular reporter (e.g. parent report or child report). 
^ Indicates significant differences (p < .05) for a parent across reporters (e.g. mother vs. 
daughter reports of mother's parenting). 
Both mothers and fathers underestimate themselves on questions regarding warmth 
toward their daughters, as compared to daughters' perceptions. However, the differences 
are greater between fathers and daughters than between mothers and daughters. Mothers 
are more consistent in their perceptions of warmth toward their sons while fathers greatly 
underestimate their own behaviors compared to sons' perceptions of fathers' warmth. It 
appears that fathers have less insight regarding their own behaviors in the domain of 
warmth than do mothers. 
Hostility. Table 4 shows that while daughters report that mothers get angry at them 
significantly more often than mothers' self-reports indicate, daughters do not perceive that 
their mothers criticize or argue with them as much as mothers report. These differences are 
significant as is the lower overall hostility score reported by daughters of mothers. The 
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hostility results for fathers and daughters are nearly identical to those of mothers and 
daughters. 
Boys, like girls, report that their mothers get angry with them significantly more 
than mothers' self-reports indicate. Sons, like daughters, do not perceive that their mothers 
criticize or argue with them as much as mothers report. These differences, as well as the 
lower overall hostility score by sons for mothers, are significant. Again, the hostility 
results for fathers and sons are nearly identical to those of mothers and sons. 
The pattern of differences between parent self-reports and child reports of hostility 
are similar in direction and magnitude, regardless of gender of parent or child. Both boys 
and girls perceive significantly less hostility on the part of both parents than either parent's 
self-report. 
Table 4. Mean levels of hostility by reporter. 
Girls Boys 
Parent Report Child Report Parent Report Child Report 
Variable Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father 
Get angry 2.12* 1.93 2.35*^ 2.12^ 2.15* 1.86 2.42*^ 2.13^ 
Criticize 1.62* 1.80 1.00^ .94^ 1.70 1-72 Ln"" 1.28^ 
Shout or yell 1.90 1.84 1.95 1.18 2.07* 1.97 2.11 2.00 
Argue 2.36 2.24 1.73*^ 1.52^ 2.21* 2.03 1.70'" 1.64^ 
Total Scale 8.00 7.82 7.04*^ S.3t 8.13* 7.59 7.40^ 7.05' 
* hidicates significant differences (p < .05) between mothers and fathers within a 
particular reporter (e.g. parent report or child report). 
^ Indicates significant differences (p < .05) for a parent across reporters (e.g. mother vs. 
daughter reports of mother's parenting). 
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Monitoring. Table 5 shows that daughters consistently report lower levels of 
monitoring on the part of their mothers than mothers' self-reports indicate . These 
differences are significant on three of the four items, as well as for the total scale score. 
This pattern is similar to that shown between daughters' reports of fathers' monitoring and 
fathers' self-report. Daughters report significantly lower levels of monitoring by fathers 
than fathers' reports for all items as well as the total scale. Sons report lower levels of 
monitoring on all items and for total scale scores for both mothers and fathers than either 
parent's self-report. Both girls and boys perceive significantly less monitoring on the part 
of parents than parents perceive for individual items and for the overall monitoring scale. 
Consistent Discipline. Table 6 shows that while daughters perceive that their 
mothers are less likely to give up when asking them to do something than reported by 
Table 5. Mean levels of monitoring by reporter. 
Girls Boys 
Parent Repon Child Report Parent Report Child Report 
Variable Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father 
Where child is 4.44* 4.21 4.32* 3.75^ 4.35* 4.22 4.17*' 3.83' 
Who child is with 4.41» 4.25 4.23*^ 3.76' 4.30* 4.12 3.99*' 3.69' 
Talk with child 4.06* 3.45 3.37*^ 2.88' 3.99* 3.51 3.17' 3.13' 
Child home on time 4.73 4.64 4.18*^ 3.83' 4.78* 4.64 4.23*' 4.00' 
Total Scale 17.64* 16.54 16.10*^ 14.22' 17.42* 16.50 15.56*' 14.64' 
* Indicates significant differences (p < .05) between mothers and fathers within a 
particular reporter (e.g. parent report or child report). 
^ hidicates significant differences (p < .05) for a parent across reporters (e.g. mother vs. 
daughter reports of mother's parenting). 
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mothers, daughters report that mothers are less consistent on all other items and the overall 
scale. Daughters also report that fathers are less likely to give up when asking them to do 
something than fathers' self-report indicates. However, daughters rate fathers as 
significantly less consistent than fathers rate themselves on two of the three remaining 
items and the total scale score. 
Sons and mothers report a pattern of consistency on the part of mothers identical to 
the one reported by daughters and mothers. Sons' and fathers' reports of fathers' 
consistency are very similar to the pattern reported by daughters and fathers. Sons also 
perceive their fathers as less likely to give up when asking them to do something while 
demonstrating significantly less consistency on all other items as well as the total scale 
Table 6. Mean levels of consistent discipline by reporter. 
Girls Boys 
Parent Report Child Report Parent Report Child Report 
Variable Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father Mother Father 
Give up 3.71 3.79 4.08*^ 4.21^ 3.73* 3.96 4.03*^ 4.24^ 
Get out of punishment 3.88 3.84 3.30*^ 3.58^ 3.89 3.86 3.35*^ 3.62^ 
Punish for same thing 3.95 3.98 3J6* 3.86 3.86 3.94 3.56*^ 3.7Q* 
Mood 3.37 3.44 2.91* 3 . i r  3.35 3.47 2.79** 3.00^ 
Total Scale 14.91 15.05 14.11*^ 14.76^ 14.82 15.24 13.72** 14.56^ 
* Indicates significant differences (p < .05) between mothers and fathers within a 
particular reporter (e.g. parent report or child report). 
^ hidicates significant differences (p < .05) for a parent across reporters (e.g. mother vs. 
daughter reports of mother's parenting). 
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score. Boys and girls perceive less consistency on the part of both parents than either 
parent indicates in his/her self-report. 
According to the results of the t-tests, there is little agreement between parents and 
children regarding levels of warmth, hostility, monitoring, and consistent discipline. 
Children perceive parents as more warm, less hostile, engaging in less monitoring and less 
consistent discipline than parents report of their own behavior. 
As a second way of addressing the accuracy of mothers' and fathers' insight into 
their parenting practices, I examined the magnitude of the correlations between parents' 
self-reports and both child and observer reports. Because there was little evidence of 
differences in perception by gender of child, these results are based on the total sample of 
boys and girls combined. If the correlations are higher for one parent than the other, this 
will suggest that the parent with the higher correlations has greater insight. 
As shown in Table 7, none of the correlations are very high which suggests that 
neither parent has much insight. However, the low correlations may indicate that children 
also lack insight. Children's reports do not correlate any more strongly with observer's 
reports, which seems to corroborate this point. However, the observer's reports carmot be 
interpreted as an absolute measure because they, too, are imperfect. These reporters 
observe the families for a relatively short amount of time and imder limited conditions. 
The z-scores indicate that there are no significant differences between mothers and fathers 
and either child or observer by any combination of reporters. Therefore, I conclude that 
neither parent has very much insight into his/her parenting practices and that the levels do 
not differ significantly. 
Table 7. Z-tests for the magnitude of the differences in correlations between mothers and fathers by reporter. 
Mother- Father- Z Mother- Father- Z Child- Observer Child-Observer Z 
Child Child Observer Observer (M) (F) 
Warmth .204** .197* .09 .262** .190** 1.09 .154** .135** .27 
Hostility .322* .142* 2.77* .333* .340** .11 .269* .192** 1.23 
Monitoring .130** .112* .26 .052 .179** -1.82 .112* -.009 1.47 
Consistent .164** .137* .39 .296* .285** .21 .197** .214** -.29 
Discipline 
* significance p < .05 




Research Question Two 
The second research question concerns how mothers and fathers differ in their 
levels of warmth, hostility, monitoring, and consistent discipline. It is addressed by 
comparing each parent's mean levels of engagement in each of the four parenting 
behaviors. These comparisons are made using each of the three types of reporters. 
Warmth. Table 3 shows that mothers report that they engage in all of the behaviors 
exemplifying warmth toward their daughters at a significantly higher level than fathers 
report about themselves. The overall scale score for mothers' self-report of warmth toward 
daughters is also higher than fathers' self-report. According to daughters, mothers engage 
in more warm behaviors than fathers. While they rate mothers slightly higher on all items, 
as well as the total scale score, only one difference is significant. Girls rate mothers as 
significantly more likely to act loving than fathers. 
Mothers also indicate that they are wanner towards sons than fathers' self-reports 
indicate. This is the case with all items, as well as the total scale score. Boys agree with 
girls that mothers act significantly more loving than fathers, but boys indicate that fathers 
are significantly more like to help them do something important to him than are mothers. 
Boys report no overall difference in warmth exhibited by mothers and fathers. Table 8 
shows that observers rate mothers as significantly more warm toward both sons and 
daughters than fathers. This corroborates the pattern shown in parents' self-report. 
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Hostility. Table 4 shows that mothers report that they get angry at daughters 
significantly more than fathers' self-report, but fathers report that they criticize their 
daughters significantly more than mothers' self-report indicates. There is no significant 
difference in the overall hostility score between mothers' and fathers' self-report. 
Daughters agree that mothers get angry more often than fathers and they also report that 
mothers argue with them more often than do fathers. Girls do not perceive that their 
fathers are more critical than their mothers. Overall, daughters rate their mothers as 
significantly more hostile than fathers. 
Mothers report that they are significantly more hostile towards sons on three of the 
four items, as well as the total scale score, than fathers' self reports indicate. Boys report 
that mothers are more likely to get angry with them than their fathers are but there are no 
other significant differences in levels of hostility reported by boys. Table 8 shows that 
observers report that, for both boys and girls, there are no significant differences in levels 
of hostility. This corroborates both parent's self-reports of hostility towards girls, as well 
as boys' reports of parents' levels of hostility. 
Table 8. Observer report of mean levels of parenting behaviors by gender of child. 
Girls Boys 
Mother Father Mother Father 
Warmth 2.89* 2.62 2.97* 2.76 
Hostility 1.44 1.33 1.28 1.36 
Monitoring 3.70* 3.61 3.93* 3.70 
Consistent Discipline 3.93 3.98 4.08* 4.19 
* significance p < .05 
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Monitoring. Table 5 shows that mothers report that they engage in significantly-
higher levels of monitoring of daughters than fathers' self-report on three of four items, as 
well as for the total scale. Daughters report significantly higher scores for mothers than 
fathers on all items and the total scale. Mothers report higher levels of monitoring of sons 
than fathers self-report for all items, as well as for the total scale. Boys agree on three of 
four items and the overall monitoring scale. Table 8 shows that observers' ratings concur 
with both parents and children on this dimension of parenting. They report that mothers 
engage in significantly more monitoring of both boys and girls than do fathers. 
Consistent Discipline. Table 6 shows that parents' self-reports of consistent 
discipline of daughters indicate no significant differences between mothers and fathers. 
Daughters, however, report that they are significantly more likely to get out of a 
punishment with their mothers than with their fathers and that mothers are also more likely 
to give up when asking them to do something. Overall, girls rate fathers higher than 
mothers on the consistent discipline scale. 
Mothers report that they are more likely to give up when asking sons to do 
'something than fathers' report indicates. There are no other differences between parents' 
self-report of consistency toward boys. Sons indicate that fathers engage in greater 
consistency than mothers on all items, as well as for the total scale. Table 8 shows that 
observers report that there are no differences between mothers' and fathers' levels of 
consistency toward daughters. This supports parents' self-report on this measure. 
Observers do find significant differences when it comes to boys. According to observers. 
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fathers discipline their sons more consistently than do mothers. Here, observers' reports 
support boys' reports of parental consistency. 
In conclusion, the results suggest that mothers engage in higher levels of 
monitoring of both boys and girls than do fathers. All three reporters indicate that this is 
the case. The results are less conclusive for the other dimensions of parenting. Observers 
and parents report that mothers are warmer towards both daughters and sons than are 
fathers. However, neither girls nor boys indicate that there is any difference in level of 
warmth exhibited by mothers and fathers. Observers do not report any differences between 
mothers and fathers for either hostility or consistency of discipline. Albeit, there is no clear 
pattern of agreement with the other reporters. Parents' self -reports concur that there is no 
difference in level of hostility toward girls, while boys report no difference in hostility 
experienced from mothers or fathers. The same pattern is evident for consistent discipline. 
These mixed findings preclude drawing any conclusions regarding mother-father 
differences in hostility or consistent discipline. It is with greater confidence that I conclude 
that mothers are warmer towards children than fathers as two of three reporters support this 
finding. Most clear are the findings for the monitoring measure. All reporters agree that 
mothers engage in higher levels of monitoring. 
Next I compare the extent to which mothers and fathers differ with regard to the 
Maccoby and Martin (1983) typology. First, the scores from the warmth and hostility 
scales were summed to form a composite measure of support. The hostility scale was 
reverse-coded prior to summing it with the warmth scale. The possible scores on the 
composite support measure ranged from a low of 8 to a high of 56. Parents who received 
35 
scores of 40 or more were categorized as high on the support dimension while those with a 
total score of less than 40 received a categorization of low support. In order to score 40 or 
more, a parent would have to average a score of 5 on each of the eight items. A score of 4 
indicates that they engaged in the behavior in question "about half of the time." To be 
considered supportive, it was decided that parents should engage in the behaviors 
indicating warmth toward the child "fairly often" while exhibiting hostile behaviors "not 
too often," the responses that correspond with a score of 5 for each item. 
The control dimension was formed by adding the parents' total scale scores for 
monitoring to those of consistent discipline. The possible scores for the composite control 
measure ranged from 8 to 40. Parents who scored 32 or more were categorized in the high 
control group while those with scores of less than 32 were categorized in the low control 
group. In order to score 32 or more, a parent would have to average a score of 4 on each of 
the eight items. A score of 3 indicates that they monitor or discipline consistently "about 
half of the time" while a score of 4 indicate that they engage in these behaviors "almost 
always." 
According to the typology suggested by Maccoby and Martin, parents who are high 
on both the dimension of control and the dimension of support are authoritative. Parents 
who are high on control but low on support are authoritarian while those who are low on 
control but high on support are indulgent. Low scores on both dimensions characterize 
uninvolved parenting. Using these categories and the cut points described above, each of 
the three reporters were used to generate the frequency with which mothers and fathers fall 
into each of the four possible parenting styles. 
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Table 9 shows that mothers are most likely to report behaviors consistent with an 
authoritative style of parenting. The second most common style of parenting 
reported by mothers is indulgent, followed closely by unitivolved. Only 10 percent of 
mothers reported behaviors that indicated an authoritarian style of parenting. Fathers are 
most likely to report behaviors consistent with an uninvolved style. The next most 
common parenting styles reported at nearly identical frequency by fathers are authoritative 
and indulgent. Only 11 percent of fathers reported behaviors that indicated an authoritarian 
style of parenting. The z-scores indicate that there are significant differences between 
mothers' and fathers' reports on two parenting styles. Mothers are more likely than fathers 
to categorize themselves as authoritative, whereas fathers are more likely than mothers to 
categorize themselves as uninvolved. 
Table 9. Parents' self-report of parenting style using Maccoby and Martin's typology. 
Mother Father 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Z 
Authoritative 165 38.9 103 24.3 -4.56* 
Authoritarian 43 10.1 48 11.3 .57 
Indulgent 116 27.4 106 25.0 -.08 
Uninvolved 100 23.6 165 38.9 4.78* 
Missing 0 2 .5 
Total 424 100.0 424 100.0 
X- 71.57** 64.96** 
* significance p < .05 
** significance p < .01 
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Table 10 shows that children report nearly identical frequencies with which mothers 
and fathers engage in each of the parenting styles. Children indicate that nearly 
one-half of both mothers and fathers exhibit behaviors consistent with an indulgent style of 
parenting. The second most common parenting style reported by children is uninvolved 
followed very closely by an authoritative style. Less than two percent of children report 
that they have an authoritarian mother or father. The z-scores indicate that there are no 
significant differences between children's reports of mothers and fathers on any of the 
parenting styles. 
Table 11 shows that observers report that mothers and fathers are most likely to 
exhibit behaviors that are consistent with an authoritative style of parenting and least likely 
to be indulgent. The z-scores indicate that mothers are more likely than fathers to 
Table 10. Children's report of mothers' and fathers' parenting style using Maccoby and 
Martin's typology. 
Mother Father 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Z 
Authoritative 89 21.0 98 23.1 .75 
Authoritarian 7 1.7 8 1.9 .22 
Indulgent 206 48.6 210 49.5 .27 
Uninvolved 122 28.8 108 25.5 -1.10 
Missing 0 2 
Total 424 100.0 424 100.0 
X- 191.94** 193.28** 
** significance p < .01 
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Table 11. Observers' report of mothers' and fathers' parenting style using Maccoby and 
Martin's typology. 
Mother Father 
Frequency Percent Frequency Percent Z 
Authoritative 177 41.7 145 34.2 -2.21 * 
Authoritarian 82 19.3 100 23.6 1.48 
Indulgent 61 14.4 55 13.0 -.58 
Uninvolved 90 21.2 108 25.5 .38 
Missing 14 3.3 16 3.8 
Total 424 100.0 424 100.0 
76.58** 40-18** 
* significance p < .05 
** significance p < .01 
parent ui an authoritative manner. There are no other significant differences between 
observers' reports of mothers' and fathers' style of parenting. 
Table 12 shows z-tests for the significance of the difference in proportions between 
reporters' categorization of mothers and fathers into the four styles of parenting. The table 
reveals that there is little agreement between reporters. Both mothers and observers rate 
mothers higher on behaviors indicative of authoritative parenting than children report. 
There is no significant difference between the proportion of mothers categorized as 
authoritative by observers and mothers' self-report. Observers are more likely to rate 
fathers high on behaviors consistent with an authoritative style of parenting than are fathers 
or children. There is no significant difference in the proportion of fathers categorized as 
authoritative by children and fathers' self-report. 
Table 12. Z-tests for the magnitude of the differences in proportions between mothers and fathers by reporter. 














Authoritative 17.9 5.77* -2.8 -.82 -20.7 -6.68* 1.2 .41 -9.9 -3.19* -11.1 -3.58* 
Authoritarian 8.4 5.25* -9.2 -3.83* -17.6 -8.80* 9.4 4.95* -12.3 -4.73* -21.7 -9.86* 
Indulgent -21.2 -6.42* 13.0 4.64* 34.2 11.40* -24.5 -7.66* 12.0 4.44* 36.5 12.59* 
Uninvolved -5.2 -1.73 2.4 .83 7.6 2..53* 13.4 4.18* 13.4 4.18* 0 0 




Observers are more likely to rate both mothers and fathers high on behaviors 
consistent with an authoritarian style of parenting than children or either parents' self-
report. There is also a significant difference in the proportions of each parent's self-report 
and children's report of parental authoritarianism. Children indicate that both mothers and 
fathers are less likely to be authoritarian than either parent's self-report indicates. These 
differences are particularly noteworthy because of their magnitude. Observers indicate that 
one-fifth of mothers and nearly one-fourth of fathers are authoritarian in their style of 
parenting compared to approximately 10 percent and less than two percent reported by each 
parent and children, respectively. 
Children are significantly more likely to rate both mothers and fathers high on 
behaviors consistent with an indulgent style of parenting than are observers or either 
parent. Nearly one-half of children categorize their mothers as indulgent. The same is true 
of fathers, according to children. There are also significant differences in the proportions 
of each parent's self-reports and observer's reports of parental indulgence. Both mothers 
and fathers are twice as likely to categorize themselves as indulgent than observers. 
Children are more likely to rate their mothers high on behaviors consistent with an 
uninvolved style of parenting than observers. There are no significant differences 
in the proportion of uninvolved mothers between mothers' and children's reports or 
between mothers' and observer's reports. Fathers' self-reports indicate that they are more 
likely to report behaviors consistent with an uninvolved style of parenting than children or 
observers. There is no significant difference in the proportion of fathers categorized as 
uninvolved by children and observers. 
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Summarizing, children's reports of mothers' and fathers' parenting indicate that 
there are no gender differences. Fathers and mothers are more likely to be classified as 
indulgent and are rarely classified as authoritarian. Observers indicate gender differences 
only with regard to authoritative parenting. They see mothers as significantly more likely 
to engage in this style of parenting than fathers. Parents' self-reports also note this 
difference, as well as a significantly higher firequency of uninvolved parenting by fathers 
compared to mothers. Like children's reports, parents' self-reports indicate that 
authoritarian parenting is uncommon. 
Research Question Three 
The third research question concerned ways in which individual parenting styles 
might combine to form family parenting styles. Combining the four possible parenting 
styles for mothers with the four possible parenting styles for fathers yields a typology of 16 
family parenting styles. Table 13 shows the distribution of family parenting styles by 
reporter. According to parents' self-report, the most common family parenting style is that 
of two uninvolved parents followed closely by two authoritative parents. Other common 
family parenting styles as reported by parents are two indulgent parents, an indulgent 
mother paired with an uninvolved father or an authoritative mother paired with an 
uninvolved father. The least common family parenting style reported by parents is two 
authoritarian parents. The highly significant chi-square for parents' self-report of family 
parenting styles indicates that the difference between the observed and expected 
frequencies for each cell is not due to chance. 
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According to child reports, the most common family parenting style involves two 
indulgent parents. Over one-third of children indicate that their parents fall into this 
category. The second most common family parenting styles reported by children are two 
uninvolved parents or two authoritative parents. One-tenth of children report that they 
have an uninvolved mother paired with an indulgent father. No children report that 
they have two authoritarian parents. The highly significant chi-square for child report of 
family parenting styles indicates that the differences between the observed and expected 
frequencies for each cell are not due to chance. 
According to observer reports of family parenting style, one-quarter of all families 
involves two authoritative parents. The second most commonly reported family parenting 
style is two uninvolved parents followed by two authoritarian parents and an authoritative 
mother paired with an authoritarian father. The least common family parenting styles 
reported by observers are an authoritarian mother paired with an indulgent father or an 
indulgent mother paired an authoritarian father. The highly significant chi-square for 
observer reports for family parenting style indicates that the differences between observed 
and expected frequencies for each cell are not due to chance. 
Observers were much more likely to categorize both parents as authoritative than 
either parents' or children's reports indicate. Also, one-tenth of families were comprised 
of two authoritarian parents, according to observers, contrasted with one percent as 
reported by parents and zero reported by children. An overwhelming proportion of 
families (35 percent) were categorized as having two indulgent parents, according to 
children, compared to less than 10 percent reported in this category by parents or observers. 
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Table 13. Distribution of family parenting style by reporter. 
Parent Child Observer 
N % N % N % 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative 54 12.7 69 16.3 102 25.2 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian 26 6.1 1 .2 43 10.6 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent 44 10.4 17 4.0 16 3.8 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved 40 9.4 2 .5 8 1.9 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative 7 1.7 1 .2 22 5.4 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian 5 1.2 0 0 43 10.6 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Indulgent 9 2.1 2 .5 1 _2 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Uninvolved 22 5.2 4 .9 12 2.9 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative 25 5.9 24 5.7 10 2.4 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritarian 7 1.7 •> J .7 2 .5 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent 42 9.9 148 34.9 27 6.6 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved 41 9.7 31 7.3 19 4.7 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative 17 4.0 4 1.0 4 1.0 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritarian 10 2.4 4 1.0 8 1.9 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Indulgent 11 2.6 43 10.1 9 2.1 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved 62 14.6 71 16.7 65 15.9 
Missing 2 .4 18 4.3 
Total 422 100.0 424 100.0 406 100.0 
x- = ^ 193.74** X^ = = 830.06** x- = 478.97** 
** significance p < .001 
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According to parents report, families were more dispersed across the various styles 
of parenting than either child or observer reports indicate. In other words, children's and 
observer's reports are more highly clustered among a few frequently occurring family 
parenting styles. 
Regardless of reporter, the most common family parenting styles are those in which 
both parents display the same style of parenting. This finding indicates that assortative 
mating, or possibly socialization effects, are in operation rather than some sort of 
complementary process. This could mean that the method of categorizing families used by 
previous researchers (e.g., Dombush, et al., 1987) could capture the majority of families 
and that it is not necessary to use all 16 possible types. Table 14 shows the distribution of 
family parenting styles using pure types (those families in which mothers and fathers 
exhibit the same style of parenting). When using parents' self-reports this method of 
categorization excludes nearly two-thirds of the sample. When using observer reports, just 
fewer than one-half of the sample is excluded. The greatest proportion of families, two-
Table 14. Distribution of family parenting styles using the Dombush et al. pure types. 
Parent Child Observer 
N % N % N % 
Mother and Father Authoritative 54 12.7 69 16.3 107 25.2 
Mother and Father Authoritarian 5 1.2 0 0 45 10.6 
Mother and Father Indulgent 42 9.9 148 34.9 28 6.6 
Mother and Father Uninvolved 62 14.6 71 16.7 67 15.9 
Total 163 38.4 288 67.9 247 58.3 
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thirds, are included when child reports are used. This is especially interesting since no 
children report that they have two authoritarian parents. The large majority of families, 
according to children, fall into the remaining three pure types. It appears that if only the 
four pure types are used to measure family parenting style, child reports rather than either 
observer or parent reports produces the best results. 
Baumrind (1991) acknowledges that there may be more than these pure types and 
suggests a traditional parenting style which is comprised of an indulgent mother and an 
authoritarian father. As shown in Table 12, according to all reporters, this combination 
rarely occurs. Thus, adding this type of parenting does not increase the proportion of 
families that can be classified. 
To this point, it has been demonstrated that substantial proportions of families 
remain unclassified if only the pure types are used, regardless of reporter. This remains 
true even if Baumrind's traditional family style is included. This leads to the question of 
whether it is beneficial to consider all 16 possible family parenting combinations or 
whether the addition of only a few other selected types would allow for the classification of 
virtually all families. 
Table 15 shows the most commonly occurring family parenting styles by reporter. 
Only combinations reported at a rate of at least 3 percent were included in this table and 
analyses reported below to address research question 4. ANOVA will be used to construct 
means for the cells and they will be compared to each other. The N must be large enough 
to make a reliable estimate and the three percent cutoff means that each family parenting 
type used to predict child outcomes will have an N greater than 13. 
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Table 15. Most commonly occurring family parenting st>'les by reporter. 
Parent Child Observer 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative * 4c 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent * * 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Indulgent 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Uninvolved 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative # * 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent * 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved * * * 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative * 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritarian 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Indulgent * 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved * * * 
Missing .4% 4.3% 
Residual category of unclassified families 11.2% 5.0% 8.7% 
Table 15 shows that all observers agree that some of the family parenting styles are 
much more common than others. Parents, children, and observers report that the pure 
family types, with the exception of two authoritarian parents, occur frequently. Also, the 
combinations that include an authoritative mother paired with an indulgent father and an 
indulgent mother paired with an uninvolved father are reported by all reporters. Similarly, 
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there are some combinations, which all reporters agree almost never occur. Those family 
parenting styles are an authoritarian mother paired with an authoritative father, an 
indulgent mother paired with an authoritarian father, and an uninvolved mother paired with 
an authoritarian father. 
In some cases, only two of the three reporters report combinations. This is true for 
the combination of an authoritative mother paired with an authoritarian father, which is 
reported by parents and observers, and the combination including an indulgent mother 
paired wdth an authoritative father, which is reported by parents and children. There are 
also several combinations that are reported by only one reporter. Only parents report the 
common occurrence of the following family parenting styles: an authoritative mother 
mother paired with an uninvolved father, an authoritarian mother paired with an 
uninvolved father, and an uninvolved mother paired with an authoritative father. 
Observers report two combinations not reported by either parents or children. They 
both include an authoritarian mother who, in one instance, is paired with an authoritarian 
father and, in the other, is paired with an authoritative father. Children are the only 
reporters to indicate that an uninvolved mother paired with an indulgent father is common. 
When all of the most frequently occurring family parenting styles are used, the 
proportion of families included is increased dramatically for all reporters. Eighty-nine 
percent of families are included in the 10 most common categories according to parents' 
self-report. An additional 50% of the total sample is included compared to the proportion 
categorized using only the four pure types. An additional 33% of the total sample is 
included for observers when using the eight most common family parenting styles versus 
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only the four pure types. This brings the total proportion of families included in observer's 
report to 91%. However, as when using only the pure types, the proportion of families is 
greatest when using children's reports. The seven most common family parenting styles 
reported by children accounts for 95% of families in the sample. This represents a 27% 
percent increase over the proportion included when only the four pure types are utilized. 
Thus, it is clear that including family parenting styles other than the four pure types makes 
it possible to include a far greater propoition of families, regardless of which reporter is 
used. But, when using child reports, the greatest proportion can be accounted for using the 
fewest categories. 
Research Question Four 
The fourth research question concemed the extent to which child outcomes vary by 
family parenting style. Appendix I shows the distribution of scores for the three outcomes 
used to address this question. Tables 16, 17, and 18 show the results of using ANCOVA to 
test whether there is an overall significant difference in mean levels of delinquency, 
depression, and school commitment by family parenting style. The results for the post-hoc 
t-tests demonstrate which parenting styles have different effects on those outcomes are also 
shown in those tables. 
Table 16 shows that when parent self-reports are used to assess family parenting 
style, there is a significant (p < .01) difference for school commitment. Differences in 
parenting style explain approximately 10% of the variance in school commitment. The 
rank- order for the magnitude of the standardized means indicates that the family parenting 
styles that produce the highest levels of school commitment on the part of children all 
Table 16. ANCOVA and LSD for the association between family parenting style and child outcomes by parent self-report. 
Child outcome Familv parentinc stvle N _X t-test results 
delinquency Mother Aulhorilative/Fathcr Indulgent (Av/I) 44 -1.02 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 54 -.81 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved (Av/U) 40 -.35 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (I/U) 41 -.07 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (l/I) 42 .46 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative (U/Av) 17 .55 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (I/Av) 25 .67 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 62 .76 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Uninvolved (An/U) 22 .86 
significance = .44; variance explained 2.4% 
depression Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 54 -1.89 Av/Av > Av/An 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/I) 44 -1.87 Av/Av > Av/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (I/U) 41 -.10 Av/Av > U/Av 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (1/Av) 25 -.09 Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (1/1) 42 .04 Av/1 > Av/U 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Uninvolved (An/U) 22 .64 Av/1 > U/Av 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 62 .65 Av/1 > U/U 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved (Av/U) 40 .66 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative (U/Av) 17 1.82 
significance = .09; variance explained 4.0% 
school commitment Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/1) 44 3.50 Av/Av > I/l 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 54 3.39 Av/Av > I/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (1/Av) 25 2.02 Av/Av >U/U 
Mother Authoritative/Father Uninvolved (Av/U) 40 1.65 Av/1 > Av/An 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (I/U) 41 -.67 Av/I > 1/1 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (1/1) 42 -.77 Av/I > U/U 
Mother Authoritarian/F.ither Uninvolved (An/U) 22 -.77 Av/U> U/U 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Authoritative (U/Av) 17 -1.08 I/Av> U/U 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 62 -4.84 1/1 >U/U 
significance = .01 *; variance explained 9.5% 1/U > U/U 
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involve at least one authoritative parent. The most effective family parenting style is one 
with an authoritative mother paired with an indulgent father followed closely by two 
authoritative parents. The next two are an indulgent mother paired with an authoritative 
father and an authoritative mother paired with an uninvolved father. The least efifective 
family parenting styles are those which involve an authoritative mother and an 
authoritarian father or two uninvolved parents. The post-hoc t-tests for this outcome show 
that having two authoritative parents, or at least an authoritative mother, is better than any 
of the other parenting styles. In instances of an authoritative mother being paired with an 
authoritarian father, the results are significantly less positive than when an authoritative 
mother is paired with an authoritative or indulgent father. Almost all parenting styles have 
a significantly more positive impact on school performance than two uninvolved parents. 
While the overall/for the ANCOVA for parents' self-report of family parenting 
style and children's depression only approaches significance (.09), the post-hoc t-tests 
indicated several significant differences. Having two authoritative parents or an 
authoritative mother paired with an indulgent father is associated with significantly lower 
levels of child depression than many of the other family parenting styles, including the 
combinations of an authoritative mother and either an authoritarian or uninvolved father. 
Other family parenting styles that are associated with higher levels of depression in 
children typically include at least one uninvolved parent. The worst outcomes are 
associated with family parenting styles including an uninvolved mother. 
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There is no relationship between parents' self-report of family parenting style and 
delinquency on the part of children. This is true for both the overall/and the post-hoc t-
tests. 
Table 17 shows that when child reports are used to assess family parenting style, 
there are significant differences for delinquency (p< .01), depression (p< .01), and school 
commitment (p< .01). Differences in family parenting style explain 5.7%, 11%, and 13.4% 
of variance, respectively. The rank order for the magnitude of the standardized means 
indicates that, for all three outcomes, the family parenting styles which are associated with 
the best results for children are either two authoritative parents or an authoritative parent 
paired with an indulgent one. The worst child outcomes are associated 
with parenting styles that include an uninvolved mother paired with either an indulgent or 
uninvolved father. 
The post-hoc t-tests show that having at least one authoritative parent produces 
significantly lower levels of delinquency and depression and greater school commitment 
than styles that include some combination of indulgent and uninvolved parenting or two 
uninvolved parents. Authoritativeness by either parent, a combination of authoritativeness 
and indulgence, or even two indulgent parents are associated with significantly better 
outcomes than an uninvolved mother paired with an indulgent or an uninvolved father. 
Table 18 shows that when observer reports are used to assess family parenting style, 
there are significant differences for delinquency (p< .01) and school commitment (p< .01). 
Differences in parenting style explain 5.5% of the variance in delinquency and 9.5% of the 
variance in school commitment. The rank order for the magnitude of the standardized 
Table 17. ANCOVA and LSD for the association between family parenting style and child outcomes by child report. 
Child outcome Family parentinc srvle N t-test results 
delinquency Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (I/Av) 24 -1,76 Av/Av > Ml 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 69 -1.43 AvIAv > U/I 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/I) 17 -1.35 Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (l/U) 31 .16 Av/I > U/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (I/I) 148 .40 I/Av > I/I 
Mother Uninvolved/Father hidulgent (U/I) 43 .61 I/Av > U/I 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 71 1.38 I/Av > U/U 
significance = .01* 
variance explained 5.7% 
depression Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 69 -2.77 Av/Av > I/l 
Mother Authoritative/Falher Indulgent (Av/1) 17 -2.00 Av/Av > I/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (I/Av) 24 -1.91 Av/Av > U/I 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (l/I) 148 -.28 Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (l/U) 31 1.12 Av/1 > U/I 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Indulgent (U/I) 43 2.19 Av/1 > U/U 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 71 2.41 I/Av > I/U 
significance = ,01* I/Av > U/I 
variance explained 11 % I/Av > U/U 
I/I > U/I 
1/1 > UAJ 
school commitment Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 69 6.45 Av/Av > I/Av 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/I) 17 2.67 Av/Av > I/I 
Mother Indulgent/Father Authoritative (I/Av) 24 .99 Av/Av > lAJ 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (I/I) 148 -.45 Av/Av > U/I 
Mother Indulgent/l-ather Uninvolved (I/U) 34 -1.72 Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Indulgent (U/I) 43 -2.25 Av/I > U/I 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 71 -4.12 Av/I > U/U 
significance = ,01* I/Av > U/U 
variance explained 13.4% 1/1 > U/U 
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means for delinquency indicates that, oddly, the most effective family parenting style is an 
indulgent mother paired with an uninvolved father. The next two include an authoritative 
mother paired with either an indulgent father or an authoritative one. By far, the least 
effective family parenting style is the combination of two uninvolved parents. The rank 
order for the magnitude of the standardized means for school commitment show that two 
authoritative parents is clearly the most effective family parenting style. The least effective 
styles of parenting are an indulgent mother paired with an uninvolved father, an uninvolved 
mother paired with an uninvolved father, and two authoritarian parents. 
The post-hoc t-tests show that having at least one authoritative parent or two 
indulgent ones produces greater school commitment than having either two authoritarian 
or two uninvolved parents. Also, having two uninvolved parents is associated with higher 
rates of delinquency than either of the other three pure parenting styles, an authoritative 
mother paired with an indulgent father or an indulgent mother paired with an uninvolved 
father. 
While the overall /for the ANCOVA for observer reports of family parenting style 
and child's depression only approaches significance (.19), the post-hoc t-test indicates two 
significant differences. Having two authoritative parents or an authoritative mother paired 
with an indulgent father is associated with lower levels of depression than having two 
uninvolved parents. 
In sum, regardless of reporter or outcome, having two authoritative parents is 
associated with lower levels of delinquency and depression and greater school conunitment 
than other parenting styles. Having at least one authoritative parent is better than all other 
Table 18. ANCOVA and LSD for the association between family parenting style and child outcomes by observer report. 
Child outcome 
delinquency 
significance = .01* 
variance explained 5.7% 
depression 
significance = .01* 
variance explained 11 % 
school commitment 
Family parenting stvle 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (1/U) 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/1) 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian (An/An) 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (I/I) 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative (An/Av) 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian (Av/An) 



















Av/Av > U/U 
Av/I > U/U 
An/An > U/U 
I/I > U/U 
I/U>U/U 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/I) 16 1 to
 
Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 107 -.55 Av/I > U/U 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian (An/An) 45 -.24 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (I/U) 20 -.09 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian (Av/An) 45 .12 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (I/I) 28 .54 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative (An/Av) 23 .59 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 67 1.43 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritative (Av/Av) 107 3.39 Av/Av > An/An 
Mother Indulgent/Father Indulgent (I/I) 28 1.14 Av/Av > I/U 
Mother Authoritative/Father Authoritarian (Av/An) 45 1.11 Av/Av > U/U 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritative (An/Av) 23 .39 Av/An > An/An 
Mother Authoritative/Father Indulgent (Av/I) 16 .27 Av/An > U/U 
Mother Indulgent/Father Uninvolved (I/U) 20 -2.37 l/I > An/An 
Mother Uninvolved/Father Uninvolved (U/U) 67 -3.44 I/I > U/U 
Mother Authoritarian/Father Authoritarian (An/An) 45 -3.56 
significance = .01* 
variance explained 13.4% 
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parenting styles that do not include an authoritative parent. For parenting styles that 
include an authoritative mother paired with a father exhibiting other than an authoritative 
style, indulgence on the part of fathers is associated with better outcomes than either 
authoritarianism or uninvolvement. The worst outcomes are produced by having two 
uninvolved parents. When there is one uninvolved parem paired with a parent exhibiting a 
different style, combinations that include an uninvolved mother produce significantly 
worse outcomes than those styles that include an uninvolved father. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
This dissertation sought to provide answers regarding several issues that have gone 
largely unaddressed by previous research. While many studies have focused on the 
influence of parenting on child developmental outcomes, there has been little attention paid 
to the gender differences in parenting styles. 
First, I was interested in the extent to which mothers and fathers have insight 
regarding their own parenting practices. Past research in the areas of marital satisfaction, 
(Booth, 1983) child care and household division of labor (Hochschild, 1989) indicates that 
men overestimate their contributions. This would lead to the expectation that fathers 
would also have less insight regarding their own parenting practices. 
Second, I focused on ways in which mothers and fathers differ in their participation 
in specific parenting behaviors. Given the role fathers typically play in childrearing, it was 
expected that mothers would score higher on behaviors indicating warmth while fathers 
would score higher on behaviors indicative of control. Once these behaviors were 
measured, I categorized each parent's style of parenting according to the Maccoby and 
Martin (1983) typology. This was an improvement upon past research because few studies 
have acknowledged that mothers and fathers in a given family may parent differently. 
When this point is recognized, those families with interparentally inconsistent styles are 
typically left out of the analyses. More commonly, mother-only reports are used and the 
assumption is tliat fathers parent identically, or when fathers' reports of parenting have 
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been included, the two reports have been averaged. While there is considerable evidence 
of strong concordance between mother's parenting and father's parenting, the averaging 
approach is problematic. Most notably, if averaging an authoritarian style with an 
indulgent one, the result is authoritativeness. I attempted to address this problem by 
separately categorizing each parent. 
Third, I examined ways in which parenting styles might combine when each parent 
is categorized separately. Using the four-fold typology of parenting styles yields a total of 
16 possible family parenting styles. I was interested in the prevalence of the assortative 
mating phenomenon in which parents exhibit the same style of parenting and also sought to 
address the significant minority of families which have been excluded in previous studies 
due to interparental inconsistency. 
Finally, I documented the extent to which various family parenting styles are related 
to child developmental outcomes by testing empirically whether having, for example, one 
authoritarian parent and one indulgent parent produces the positive outcome associated 
with an authoritative style of parenting. Also, I was interested in whether it made a 
difference whether it was the mother or the father who was engaging in a particular style of 
parenting. That is, is authoritative parenting by a father as important as authoritative 
parenting by a mother? And, in instances of less optimal styles of parenting, does it matter 
which style is displayed by mother versus father? Finally, I wanted to know whether the 
positive effects of having one authoritative parent served as a buffer against the more 
negative outcomes associated with non-authoritative parenting. 
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Gender Differences in Insight 
The first research question addressed gender differences in insight regarding one's 
own parenting practices. Results provided evidence that neither mothers nor fathers have a 
great deal of insight in this area. Both daughters and sons perceive mothers and fathers as 
more warm, less hostile, engaging in less monitoring and less consistent discipline than 
parents' self-reports indicate. Relatively low correlations between parents's reports and 
child and observer's reports further corroborate these findings. While it was expected that 
fathers would lack insight, the unanticipated finding here is that there is little evidence to 
support the notion that mothers are more insightfiil regarding parenting than fathers. This 
was the first suggestion in the dissertation results that there may be reason to consider 
using a method other than self-reports to assess parenting practices. 
Gender Differences in Parenting Practices 
The second research question addressed how mothers and fathers differ in their 
levels of warmth, hostility, consistent discipline, and child monitoring. All reporters agree 
that mothers engage in higher levels of monitoring of both boys and girls. While observers 
and parents agree that mothers are warmer towards their daughters and sons than are 
fathers, neither girls nor boys experience mothers as being more warm. Thus, there is 
conflicting evidence regarding the stereotyped notion that mothers are more warm and 
loving while fathers are more hostile and distant. Mixed findings for consistent differences 
preclude drawing conclusions regarding mother-father differences. However, it is clear 
that mothers are engaging in more child monitoring than fathers which suggests greater 
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involvement in parenting on the part of mothers in the area of day-to-day supervision and 
responsibility of children. This is consistent with findings by Lamb et al. (1987). 
There is no evidence that parenting is a gendered activity. There were few 
differences in pattems of warmth, hostility, consistent discipline, or child monitoring 
displayed by mothers toward daughters compared to sons. The same is true for fathers. In 
some cases adolescents reported that one parent was more likely than another to engage in 
a particular behavior. For example, boys reported that fathers were more likely than 
mothers to help them with something important. However, mothers indicated that they 
were more likely to do this than fathers' self-report. Thus, I found little reason to conclude 
that parents parent differently based on the gender of the child. 
Across reporters, the only significant difference in parenting style is that mothers 
are more likely to exhibit authoritative parenting, which is consistent with the above 
findings. Both parents and children agree that there is very little authoritarian parenting, 
but indulgent parenting is common. An especially high proportion of children report that 
this is the case. Because it is the children who are the recipients of the parenting, it might 
be argued that their perspective is what matters most. Parents may try to be directive and 
even perceive that they are, but children know whether or not they are getting their own 
way about things. It is possible, however, that children are not aware of all of the 
monitoring that is taking place. Parents may be more tuned in to where the child is and 
when they return home than children realize. It could be that the lower levels of 
monitoring reported by children contributes to the categorization of parents into styles 
representative of low control. However, this does not explain the relatively high and stable 
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rates of uninvolved parenting reported by all reporters of both mothers and fathers. If 
children had an especially skewed perception regarding parenting styles indicative of low 
levels of control, they would also report the highest levels of uninvolved parenting. Rather, 
ail reporters indicate that at least one-quarter of parents fail into this category. 
Practitioners, media, and family researchers suggest that authoritarianism is highly 
prevalent and that there is a need for society to discourage this approach to parenting. As 
noted by Baumrind (1991), authoritative parenting is appropriate during adolescence but 
authoritarian parenting could have adverse effects. Adolescents may view excessive 
control as illegitimate authority, be angry, and manifest negative outcomes by way of 
reduced self-esteem, psychological autonomy and well-being. It appears from the 
categorization of parenting styles by both parents and children that there need be little 
concern that is a common problem. Rather, parents seem to err on the side of indulgence. 
This poses a different problem. According to both Bronfenbrenner (1985) and Baumrind 
(1991), the optimal ratio of control relative to freedom within the family increases as the 
modal level of stability and structure in the larger society decreases. 
Because the social fabric in which the family is embedded has become increasingly 
unstable over the past 40 years, there has been a correspondingly increased need for 
family structure, engagement, and discipline. The consequences of permissiveness 
have become increasingly more negative because the imbalance in favor of freedom 
and degree of social instability have increased simultaneously. 
(Baumrind, 1991, p. 114) 
Based on this assertion, it appears that practitioners and researchers should focus their 
efforts on discouraging overly indulgent parenting. 
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Combinations of Parenting Styles 
The third research question focused on ways in which parenting styles combine to 
form family parenting styles. Observers were much more likely to categorize both parents 
as authoritative (25%) than either parents' self-report (13%) or child reports (16%) 
indicate. This may be due to an effort on the part of parents to present themselves in the 
best possible light during the video tasks. Children indicated that over one-third of all 
families are comprised of two indulgent parents. This proportion is much greater than 
reported by parents (10%) or observers (7%). Zero families were categorized as 
authoritarian-authoritarian by children, which is similar to the proportion reported by 
parents (1%). However, over 10% of families were categorized as this style by observers. 
Again, this may be a fimction of parents attempting to come on more strongly for the video 
task in an attempt at impression management. Also, as stated earlier, it may be the child's 
perception that is more important here. They perceive their parents as very warm and 
loving but not engaging in high levels of control. Most children believe that they get their 
way with their parents more than one-half of the time. 
While the majority of families could be accounted for using only the four Maccoby 
and Martin (1983) types, there was a significant minority unaccounted for regardless of 
reporter. By including all of the most commonly occurring family parenting styles, the 
proportion of families increased from 38% to 89% for parents' self-report, 68% to 95% for 
child reports, and from 58% to 91% for observers' report. Including all of the most 
frequently occurring family parenting styles makes it possible to include nearly all families 
in the sample for analyses. For the most part, past research has only considered the 
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consequences of parenting styles where mothers and fathers parent in the same way. This 
leaves a large proportion unaccounted for when studying child outcomes as a result of 
parenting style. We have little information regarding consequences resulting from different 
approaches to parenting when mother and father lack concordance in parenting 
style. 
Family Parenting Styles and Adolescent Outcomes 
Regardless of reporter, authoritative parenting is associated with the most positive 
outcomes. This is consistent with findings by Fletcher, et al. (1999). However, contrary to 
Fletcher et al. (1999), my results indicate that authoritative parenting by both parents is 
often associated with significantly better outcomes than combinations that include one 
authoritative parent. While mean scores were higher for combinations with an 
authoritative mother than for combinations with an authoritative father, there were few 
instances in which the t-tests yielded significant results for differences in outcomes 
between such combinations. Only in instances of an authoritative father paired with an 
uninvolved mother was an authoritative combination not optimal. Therefore, there is 
evidence of a compensation effect in evidence where the benefits of an authoritative 
parenting style buffer the deleterious effects of a less effective style of parenting except 
when paired with an uninvolved mother. In that case, the benefits of having an 
authoritative father do not outweigh the negative consequences associated with an 
uninvolved mother. Uninvolvement on the part of fathers does not seem to be particularly 
consequential, but that parenting style on the part of mothers is associated with the worst 
outcomes. 
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Results in the present study yielded higher proportions of indulgent parenting and a 
lower proportion of authoritarian parents than in past studies. This is probably an artifact 
of the classification systems used. In the present study, the response format was treated in 
absolute rather than relative terms. In order to score high on the warmth dimension, 
respondents had to report that parents engaged in those behaviors more than one-half of the 
time. In contrast, Fletcher et al. (1999) derived the distribution of scores for warmth and 
then arbitrarily defined the top tertile as high warmth and the bottom tertile as low warmth. 
In reality, those parents in the top tertile are warm only relative to other people in the 
sample. It may be the case that most of the parents in the sample are warm and people in 
the lower tertile may be misclassified. The same thing could be true for the demandingness 
scale. When using this relative method of classification, the result is that approximately 
one-quarter of the sample will end up in each cell. Therefore, there is no sense of the real 
firequency wath which each style of parenting actually exists. The tertile split method was 
also employed by Steinberg et al. (1994) 
When using either parent or observer reports, which are the only reporters that 
included authoritarian parenting, the patterns held for authoritative and uninvolved 
parenting, but authoritarian parenting generally seemed to be associated with poorer 
outcomes than indulgent parenting. This pattern is similar to that reported by Steinberg et 
al. (1994). However, there was some inconsistency across reporters and parents' reports 
were significantly related to only one outcome (school commitment) and observers' reports 
were related to two outcomes (delinquency and school commitment). 
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Given these inconsistencies across reporters, it becomes necessary to make some 
recommendations regarding the approach to measurement that provides the most valid 
findings. Results fi-om the first research question showed that parents have little insight 
regarding their own parenting practices, and later analyses showed that their reports were 
not related to two of the three child outcomes. Observer reports were related to two of the 
three outcomes but there is the problem of firont-stage behavior during the video tasks, as 
well as the different distribution of commonly occuring family parenting styles. Of course, 
it is questionable to reconmiend the use of child reports of parenting based upon the 
strength of their relationship to outcomes, as these relationships may be due, at least in 
part, to shared method variance. However, it is difficult to accoimt for the pattern of 
findings on this basis alone given that the general pattern when using child reports (e.g., 
uninvolvement on the part of mothers is related to worse outcomes than uninvolvement by 
fathers) is quite similar to those reported by parents and observers. 
Further, given that support or control are meaningful only to the extent that they are 
perceived by offspring, using child reports of parenting would seem to be more appropriate 
than an approach that relies on parents to describe their own behaviors. Indeed, it is 
accepted as a truism among family therapists that parents have little insight into their 
parenting practices (Becvar & Becvar, 2000). Children are the recipients of the behavior 
and they know whether or not they can get parents to give in to their demands. Using child 
reports is still an imperfect measure but they might be assumed to be relatively more 
validity than those of other reporters. This is the conclusion also reached by Steinberg and 
his colleagues (Steinberg, et al. 1994; Fletcher, et al. 1999). 
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Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 
While the present study overcame some of the limitations of past research, it also 
suffered form certain limitations. First, given the sample size, some of the cells in our 
analyses of covariance were rather small. There is a need to replicate this research with a 
larger sample. Second, the sample was very homogeneous. Past research (Steinberg et al. 
1991) shows that the findings reported here are similar to results reported for more diverse 
samples. However, these studies only used the four types of parenting identified by 
Maccoby and Martin (1983). Future research needs to examine the extent to which the 
distribution of family parenting styles and their association with adolescents vary by race 
and type of neighborhood. It may be, for example, that authoritarian parenting is more 
common and has more beneficial effects for some ethnic groups or in very disadvantaged, 
dangerous neighborhoods. This is consistent with the earlier recommendation by 
Bronfenbrenner, (1985) and Baumrind, (1991). 
A third limitation of this study is that it only examined the consequences of various 
parenting styles for adolescents. It is not clear if the same findings would be obtained for 
younger children. It is possible that the parents in the present study were more indulgent 
because this is a more age-appropriate way of parenting adolescents than young children. 
These same parents may have been more authoritarian when their children were younger, 
but made a shift toward permissiveness as more fireedom was demanded by their 
adolescents. There is a need for future studies that focus on family parenting styles and 
child outcomes in samples with younger children, and for longitudinal studies to document 
the ways in which parenting within a family changes over time. 
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The findings presented here reinforce the many previous studies that indicate 
authoritative parenting is the optimal manner in which to parent adolescents. A home 
consisting of two authoritative parents provides the most beneficial setting with regard to 
developmental outcomes. Having two loving, consistent parents is associated with the 
highest level of school commitment and the lowest levels of depression and delinquency. 
The worst child outcomes were associated with uninvolved parenting, particularly on the 
part of mothers. There were mixed results for children of authoritarian or indulgent 
parents. However, the negative results associated with authoritarian, indulgent, or 
uninvolved seemed to be buffered by the positive effects of authoritative parenting, 
especially when the authoritative parent was the mother. This is important news because 
past research has often ignored the one-quarter to one-third of families that exhibit 
interparentally inconsistent styles of parenting. Also, this information is useful to 
practitioners, researchers, and parents who want to know if parenting practices continue to 
influence developmental outcomes after childhood. The results presented here show that 




ITEMS MEASURING WARMTH/SUPPORT 
1. How often do you let your eighth grader know you care about him/her? 
2. How often do you act loving and affectionate toward your eighth grader? 
3. How often do you help your eighth grader do something that is important to 
him/her? 
4. How often do you let your eighth grader know you appreciate him/her, his/her 
ideas, or the things he/she does? 
Response format: 
1 = never 
2 = aknost never 
3 = not too often 
4 = about half the time 
5 = fairly often 
6 = ahnost always 
7 = always 
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APPENDIX B 
OBSERVER RATING OF WARMTH/SUPPORT 
This scale measures the degree to which the parent or the child has a favorable 
reaction to the other person, takes an interest in the other person, and enjoys being with the 
other person. Take into accoxmt the combinations of four types of behavior: NON­
VERBAL COMMUNICATION, such as physical gestures (touching, kissing), body 
posture (relaxed, sitting close), and eye contact; EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION, such as 
smiling, laughing, seeming happy, good humored; SUPPORTTVENESS, such as showing 
concern for the other welfare, offering encouragement and praise; RESPONSIVENESS, 
such as head nods, asking questions to show interest in the other, using follow-up 
questions; and the CONTENT of the statements themselves. In general, rate how much the 
focal cares about or shows interest in and is supportive of the other. In scoring 
warmth/support, look for combinations of behaviors and weigh affect or nonverbal 
behaviors more heavily than content of statements. 
1 = Not at all characteristics; 
The focal displays virtually no examples of warmth or support toward the other. 
The focal does not go out of his/her way to be warm/supportive (interested in or 
affirming) of the other at any time period. 
2 = Mainly lancharacteristic: 
The focal exhibits some evidence of low intensity behaviors that demonstrate 
warm/supportive caring, concern, encouragement, and responsiveness toward the 
other, but these behaviors quickly disappear. Examples of low intensity 
warmth/support are: a few head nods, encouraging comment or interested 
question, or a look with a smile, etc. that are generally warm/supportive. Simply 
attending does not warrant a 2 or 3 unless accompanied by warmth such a smile or 
an empathetic expression. Just looking at another person is not enough for a 2 or 3 
on this scale; there must be some indication of warmth/support. 
3 = Somewhat characteristic: 
There are several times when the focal expresses a moderate degree of concern, 
warmth, involvement, support, encouragement, praise, or affection, or attempts to 
draw the other person out in a warm/supportive manner. There is some clear 
evidence that the focal is trying, for example, to praise, affirm, empathize with, or 
in some other maimer demonstrate warmth/support to the other. 
4 = Moderately characteristic 
The focal fairly often demonstrates intense warmth/support and may express 
interest in and attend to the others comments in a warm/supportive maimer and 
shows positive non-verbal gestures, such as warm smiles, frequent positive eye 
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contact, and/or occasional affectionate touching. The focal fairly often attempts, 
to praise, affirm, empathize with, or in some other way demonstrate 
warmth/support to the other. 
5 = Mainly characteristic: 
The focal is characterized as being highly warm and/or supportive. The focal 
frequently may show high warmth/support by offering a high degree of 
encouragement and praise, and/or the focal may display a high degree of 
affectionate touching, warm smiling, positive eye contact, and/or supportive 
laughing. He/she may actively elicit information about the other's concern in a 
warm/supportive, interested manner. The focal displays genuine interest in and 
affirmation of other. 
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APPENDIX C 
ITEMS MEASURING HOSTILITY 
1. How often do you get angry at your eighth grader? 
2. How often do you criticize your eighth grader or his/her ideas? 
3. How often do you shout or yell at your eighth grader because you were mad at 
him/her? 
4. How often do you argue with your eighth grader whenever you disagree about 
something? 
Response format: 
1 = always 
2 = almost always 
3 = fairly often 
4 = about half the time 
5 = not too often 
6 = almost never 
7 = never 
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APPENDIX D 
OBSERVER RATING OF HOSTILITY 
This scale measures the degree to which the parent displays hostile, angry critical, 
disapproving and/or rejecting behavior toward the child's behavior, appearance, or state. 
The following behaviors are taken into account: NONVERBAL COMMUNICATION, 
such as facial expressions and body posture; EMOTIONAL EXPRESSION, such as 
irritable, sarcastic, or curt tones of voice or shouting; rejection such as actively ignoring the 
child, showing contempt or disgust for the child or the child's behavior, denying the child's 
needs; and the CON l ENT of the statements themselves, such as complaints about the child 
or denigrating or critical remarks, e.g., "You don't know anything" or "You could never 
manage that." Bear in mind that just because two people disagree does not necessarily 
mean that they are being hostile. To be hostile, disagreements must include some element 
of negative affect such as derogation, disapproval, blame, ridicule, etc. 
1 = Not at all characteristic: 
Parent displays virtually no examples of hostile, angry critical, disapproving, 
sarcastic, or rejecting behavior. 
2 = Mainly uncharacteristic: 
The parent infrequently displays evidence of low-intensitv hostility but it is 
quickly abated. Examples are: mild criticism with minimal negative affect, an 
occasional abrupt remark, a scowl or frown, a cynical smile, and a taunt or a tease. 
3 = Somewhat characteristic: 
The parent sometimes displays examples of low-level or moderately intense 
hostility, such as curt or irritable responses, mild rejection, or some moderately 
intense criticism or anger. In the absence of these behaviors, score a '5' if there is 
a tense atmosphere. 
4 = Moderately characteristic: 
The parent fairlv often shows hostility or demonstrates more intense and 
prolonged critical comments, such as some shouting, or several curt or disruptive 
remarks. The parent may also show more intense rejection or rebuffing of the child's 
requests for assistance or affection. The parent may also show more 
denigration or mocking. 
5 = Mainly characteristic: 
The parent frequently displays behaviors that are angry, critical, disapproving, and/or 
rejecting. There may be a relatively high degree of shouting, angry tones of 
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voice, heavy use of sarcasm to denigrate the other, sharp or frequent criticism or 




ITEMS MEASURING CONSISTENT DISCIPLINE 
1. How often do you give up when you ask this child to do something and he/she 
doesn't do it? 
2. Once a punishment has been decided, how often can he/she get out of it? 
3. How often do you punish this child for something at one time, and then at other 
time not punish him/her for the same thing? 
4. When you punish this child, how much does the kind of punishment depend on 
your mood? 
Response format: 
1 = never 
2 = almost never 
3 = about half the time 
4 = almost always 
5 = always 
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APPENDIX F 
OBSERVER RATING OF CONSISTENT DISCIPLINE 
This scale assesses the consistency and the persistence with which the parent 
maintains and adheres to rules and standards of conduct for the child's behavior (whether 
or not there is evidence of violation of standards by the child) and disciplines the child 
when the child violates rules and standards of conduct. Indicators of consistent discipline 
are the extent to which children appear to have clear expectations for what will happen if 
they violate the rules and evidence that the parent follows through with an expected 
consequence or punishment when misbehavior occurs. 
1 = Not at all characteristic: 
There are no signs of consistency on the part of the parent. If a parent has no 
rules, or if there is no evidence of disciplinary behavior, also score '1'. 
2 = Mainly uncharacteristic: 
The parent is rarely consistent in maintaining and adhering to rules and standards 
of conduct set for the child. 
3 = Somewhat characteristic: 
The parent is occasionallv consistent with regard to rules and standards of 
conduct set for the child. 
4 = Moderately characteristic: 
The parent is fairly often consistent in maintaining and adhering to rules and 
standards of conduct for the child, but there is some lack of consistency. 
5 = Mainly characteristic: 
The parent is frequently consistent in maintaining and adhering to rules and 
standards of conduct set for the child. 
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APPENDIX G 
ITEMS MEASURING CBILD MONITORING 
1. In the course of the day, how often do you know where he/she is? 
2. How often do you know who this child is with when he/she is away from home? 
3. How of ten do you talk with this child about what is going on in his/her life? 
4. How often do you know if he/she came home or was in bed by the set time? 
Response format: 
1 = never 
2 = almost never 
3 = about half of the time 
4 = almost always 
5 = always 
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APPENDIX H 
OBSERVER RATING OF CHILD MONITORING 
This scale assesses the parent's knowledge and information, as well as the extent 
to which the parent pursues information, concerning the child's life and daily 
activities. It measures the degree to which a parent knows what the child is doing, 
where the child is, and with whom. It assesses the parent's awareness of the 
child's daily life and routines, who the child's friends are, and what his/her 
interests and activities might be. 
1 = Not at all characteristic: 
The parent displays no knowledge about the child's whereabouts, daily routines, 
friends, or schoolwork. The parent may not elicit any information from the child 
and may have few or no follow-up questions to gather more information. 
2 = Mainly uncharacteristic: 
The parent displays a vague awareness off the child's behavior and some desire to 
gain more information from the child, but there is an absence of any real 
discussion or in-depth questioning about activities, relationships, feelings, or 
events of the day; the parent displays a superficial attempt at obtaining 
information from the child. 
3 = Somewhat characteristic: 
The parent displays a general knowledge of the child's behavior at home, knows 
that the child is in school and in a specific grade, etc., and may know the names of 
teachers or friends. There may be some attempts to obtain further information 
from the child. However, the parent does not seem to actively display or pursue 
knowledge about the child's life. The parent is likely to be familiar with only those 
events that he/she has come in contact with directly. 
4 = Moderately characteristic: 
The parent fairly often displays a broad range of knowledge and more specific 
information regarding the child's behavior and activities and/or actively pursues 
with interest information concerning the child. This parent asks specific questions 
of the child and can knowingly follow up on comments made by the child. 
5 = Mainly characteristic: 
This parent frequently displays an intimate knowledge of the child's behavior, 
may ask very specific questions of the child, and/or pursues detailed information 
concerning the child's life. 
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APPENDIX I 
ITEMS MEASURING DELINQUENCY 
Delinquency checklist: 
During the past 12 months have you... 
1. Run away from home 
2. Taken something worth less than $25 that didn't belong to you 
3. Taken something worth $25 or more that didn't belong to you 
4. Driven a car when drunk 
5. Cut classes or stayed away from school without permission 
6. Taken a car or other vehicle without the owner's permission, just to drive around 
7. Beat up someone or fought someone physically because they made you angry (other 
than just playing around) 
8. Gone to court or been placed on probation for something you did 
9. Been placed in juvenile detention or jail 
10. Snatched someone's purse or wallet without hurting them 
11. Been drunk in a public place 
12. Purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you 
13. Broken into or tried to break into a building just for fiin or to look around 
14. Broken into or tried to break into a building to damage or steal something 
15. Thrown objects such as rocks or bottles at people to hurt or scare them 
16. Attacked someone with a weapon, trying to seriously hurt them 
17. Sold illegal drugs such as pot, hash, LSD, cocaine or other drugs 
18. Used a weapon, force, or strong arm methods to get money or things from someone 
19. Been picked up by the police for something you did 
20. Set fire to a building or field or something like that, just for fun 
21. Sneaked into a movie, ballgame, or something like that without paying 
22. Gotten into trouble for driving a car without a license 
23. Gotten a ticket for speeding or other traffic violations in a car 
Substance use: 
During the past 12 months have you used... 
1. Cigarettes, cigars, or a pipe 
2. Smokeless tobacco, chewing tobacco, or snuff 
3. Beer 
4. Wine or wine coolers (not at church) 
5. Hard liquor, such as bourbon, whiskey, vodka, or gin 
6. Nonprescription drugs for fiin or to get "high" like Vivarin, No Doz, diet aids, etc. 
7. Marijuana, hashish, pot, grass, etc. 
8. Gasoline, glue, or other inhalants ("rush", solvents, etc.) 
9. Hallucinogens (LSD, mescaline, PCP, peyote, 'shrooms, acid, etc.) 
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10. Barbiturates (downers, quaaludes, sopers, reds, etc.) or tranquilizers (librium, 
Valium, etc.) 
11. Amphetamines (speed, black cadillacs, white cross, crystal, etc.) 
12. Cocaine, crack, etc. 
13. Prescription drugs for fiin or to get "high" without a doctor's permission 
Response categories: 
0 = Never 
1 = Once during the past 12 months 
2 = 2-3 times during the past 12 months 
3 = 4-5 times during the past 12 months 
4 = 6 or more times during the past 12 months 
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APPENDIX J 
ITEMS MEASURING DEPRESSION 
During the past week how much were you distressed or bothered by... 
1. Feeling low in energy or slowed down 
2. Thoughts of ending your life 
3. Crying easily 
4. Feelings ofbeing trapped or caught 
5. Blaming yourself for things 
6. Feeling lonely 
7. Feeling blue 
8. Worrying too much about things 
9. Feeling no interest in things 
10. Feeling hopeless about the future 
11. Feeling everything is an effort 
12. Feelings of worthlessness 
Response categories: 
1 = Not at all 
2 = A little bit 
3 = A moderate amoimt 
4 = Quite a bit 
5 = Extremely 
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APPENDIX K 
ITEMS MEASURING SCHOOL COMMITMENT 
1. In general I like school a lot. 
2. School bores me. * 
3. I don't do well at school. * 
4. Homework is a waste of time. * 
5. I try hard at school. 
6. I usually finish my work. 
7. Grades are very important to me. 
8. I have a high grade point average. 
9. I get along well with my teachers. 
10. Other students think I am a good student. 
11.1 do most of my schoolwork without help from others. 
12.1 do well in school, even in hard subjects. 
13. My teachers think I am a good student. 
14.1 often get in trouble in school for arguing, fighting, or not following tlie rules. * 
15. When I get stuck on a school assignment, I can always get help from someone, 
like a teacher, fiiend, one of my parents, a brother or sister, or someone else. * 
16. Even when there are other interesting things to do, I keep up with my 
schoolwork. 
17.1 am able to do a good job of organizing and planning my school work. 
18. Learning school subjects is easy for me. 
19.1 know how to study and pay attention in class so that 1 do well in school. 
Response Categories: 
1 = Strongly disagree 
2 = Disagree 
3 = Neutral/Mixed 
4 = Agree 
5 = Strongly agree 
* indicates items that were reverse coded 
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APPENDIX L 
DISTRIBUTION OF SCORES ON OUTCOME VARIABLES 
X SD Range 
Delinquency 2.57 4.32 0-35 
Depression 17.83 5.79 12-24 
School commitment 65.54 9.46 24 - 85 
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